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*
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Roger G. Strand, District Judge, Presiding

Submitted August 21, 2006**  

Before: GOODWIN, REINHARDT, and BEA, Circuit Judges.

Luke Jernigan appeals from the sentence imposed upon the revocation of his

supervised release.  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review for
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reasonableness a district court’s imposition of a sentence upon revocation, see

United States v. Miqbel, 444 F.3d 1173, 1176 (9th Cir. 2006), and we affirm.  

Jernigan contends that the district court was improperly influenced by

unproven allegations in the Probation Office’s sentencing memorandum.  This

contention, however, is unsupported by the record.  Further, the district court

properly considered the applicable Chapter 7 Guidelines range, as well as the

relevant sentencing factors of 18 U.S.C. § 3553, as incorporated by 18 U.S.C.        

§ 3583, before imposing a 6-month term of imprisonment and a 30-month term of

supervised release.  We conclude that the sentence was reasonable.  See Miqbel,

444 F.3d at 1176. 

AFFIRMED.
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